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REMARKS 

Reconsideretion of the application is respectfuUy requested in view of the above 
sjmendineiits and the following remarks. Claims 6 and 1 1 are canceled without prejudice or 
disclaimer. Claims 1, 3-5, 8. 10, 12-14 and 16 have been amended. Claims 1, 8 and 14 have 
been amended to address formaUty issues, as described in further detail below. Claim 8 has been 
amended to inckide the limitations of canceled claim 11. The remaining amendments to the 
claims have been made to fiirther clarify die claim limitations. Claims 17-22 have been 
withdrawn by Examiner because they are directed to a non-elected invention. No new matter has 
been added. 

§112 Rejections 

aaims 1-6 and 8-16 were rgected under 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter. Applicant 
respectfiilly traverses this lejection. The claims have been amended to clarify the use of terms 
"Kquid" and "liquid source", and are now definite. 

Claims 4, 7, 10-12, and 14-16 were rqected under 35 U.S.C. §112, first paragraph, as 
foiling to comply with the enablement requirement. AppUcants respectfully traverse this 
rejection. TMCR is a liquid source and not a carrier gas in claims 4 and 12. Claim 7 was 
deleted in previously response, thus rendering this rejection moot as to that claim. Concerning 
the infi^red ray theimostat device, the present specification states at page 7, lines 10-12, "the 
heating source of thermostat device in this preferred embodimait of present invention can be 
heating coil or "infiared ray". Applicants submit that this disclosure enables the infrared ray 
thermostat device. 

f^in^i^vsioVatRgieeiion 

Claims 1-4 were rgected under 35 U,S.C. § 102(e) or, in the alternative, under 35 U.S.C. 
§103(a) as being obvious over. Sun (U.S. 6.409,839). AppUcants respectfully traverse this 
rejection. 
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Sm discloses a vapor generator and coimected chemical vqwr deposition chamber for 
providing a vapor for operations such as cheniical vapor d^osition. The disclosed apparatus has 
an atomizer for forming an aerosol or droplet spray separate ftom a vaporization chamber. Sun 
discloses that the compressed gas source 72 permits introduction of solvents into the nozzle and 
passageways in the aerosol generator (col. 6, lines 49-50). With this function, the compressed 
gas source 72 is a "carrier gas provided not a "purging gas provider". Thus, Sun fails to disclose 
or suggest "apur^ng gas provider providing a purging gas to purge fiom inside the liquid 
iiqector liquid fiom said liquid source" as required by claim 1. 

§1Q3fa^Reiectian 

Claim 4 was rqected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious over Sun 
(U.S. 6,409,839) in view of StolmeUer (U.S. 5,874,314). Applicants respectfully traverse this 
rqection. As discussed above, Sun fails to disclose or suggest "a purging gas provider providing 
a purging gas to purge fiom inside the Kquid injector liquid ftom said Uquid source that remains 
inside said Hquid injector," as recited in claim 1. Stolmeijer fails to remedy the deficiencies of 
Sun as it relates to claim 1. Therefore, Sun and Stolmeijer fail to disclose every limitation of 
claim 4 for at least the reason it is dependent up<m an allowable base claim. Applicants do not 
otherwise concede the conectness of this rejection. 

^197fl>VSlQ3fa^ Rejection 

Claims 1-4, 8-9, and 12 were rejected und» 35 U.S.C. §102(b) or, in the altomative, 
under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being obvious over Sturm (U.S. 6,178,925). Applicants respectfiilly 
traverse this rqection. 

Sturm discloses a vspotizex (12) comprising a vaporizer chamber, which is heated by a 
heater coupled in heating relationship with the vaporizer element by a heating line (see col. 4, 
line 60, and lines 65-67 of Stuim). 

The "liquid injector^ of claims I and 8 is not as a 'Tieater" and the *Tiquid iiy ector" is not 
heated. Thus, the heated vaporizer disclosed by Strum is not as a "liquid iiyector module" as 
required by claims 1 and 8. Furtbennore, Sturm does not disclose or suggest "a liquid injector 
configured to atomize liquid &om the liquid source and iiy ect the atomized liquid," as required 
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by claims 1 and 8. StiU fiirther, Stunn Ms to disclose or suggest "a first ihree-^ay valve located 
between said Uquid source, said purging gas provider, and said liquid injector, wherein said first 
three-way valve isolates said liquid source, said purging gas provider, and said liquid injector 
ftom a process gas," as required by claims 1 and 8. 

Stuim also disclosed a three-way vale coupled at the inlet port of flow pafli to a 
pressurized gas feed line that in tum connects to supply line joined to pressurized gas source, 
e.g., a reservoir of precursor Uquid (sec col. 5, lines 36-43 of Sturm). Sturm does not disclose or 
surest fliat a "process gas" can be accessed by the three-way valve, as required by claims 1 and 
8. In addition, Sturm foils to disclose or suggest a ^^ssuiized gas source" or a "'purging gas 
provider", as required by clainas 1 and 8. 

Therefore, Sturm fails to disclose or suggest every limitation of claim 1 and 8 and the 
claims that depend firom them. 

^loafa'tReiections 

Qaims 4 and 12 were rqected under 35 U.S,C. § 103(a) as being unpatenuble over Stuim 
taken in view of Stohneyer. Applicants respectfully traverse this r^ection. As discussed above, 
Stunn f^ls xo disclose or suggest every limitation of claims 1 and 8 for several reasons. 
Stohneija' fails to remedy the deficiencies of Sturm as it relates to claims 1 and 8. Therefore, 
claims 4 and 12 are allowable for at least the reason they are dependent upon an allowable base 
claim. Applicants do not otherwise concede the correctness of this rejection. 

Claims 1-4 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatenuble over Noguchi 
(JP 2001-250819) in view of (US 2003/0049933) and in further view of Sun and/or Sturm. 
Aiq;>licants respectfully traverse tins rejection. 

Noguchi discloses a "heater", a "carrier gas", a "liquid material passage", and a "source 
gas outlet". However, Noguchi fails to disclose or suggest a "process gas", or "a three-way valve 
located between said liquid source, said purging gas provider, and said liquid injector, wherein 
said first three-way valve isolates said liquid source, said purging gas providar, and said liquid 
mjector firom a process gas located between the liquid injector," as required by claim I . 
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Lei also Ms to disclose or suggest the process gas and a three-way valve of claim 1. 
Funhennore, Sun and Stuim fail to remedy the deficiencies of Noguchi and Lei fer those at least 
those reasons provided in the other rejections discussed above. Therefore, AppUcants submit that 
Noguchi, Lei, Sun and Sturm, alone or in combination, &il to disclose or suggest every 
limitation of claim 1 and the claims fliat depend from it. 

Claim 4 was rejected under 35 US.C §103(a) as being unpatentable over Noguchi in 
view of Lei, and in further view of Sun and/or Sturm and further in view of Stohndjer. 
Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. As discussed above, Noguchi, Lei Sun and Stuim, 
alone or in combination, Ml to disclose or suggest eveiy limitation of claim 1. Stohncijer ftils 
to remedy the deficiencies of Noguchi, Lei Sun and Sninn as they relate to claim 1. Therefore, 
claim 4 is allowable for at least tiiie reason it is dependent i^on an allowable base claim. 
Applicants do not otherwise concede the coneotness of tiiis rejection. 

Claims 5, 6, 8, 9, 12 and 13 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Noguchi in view of Lei and Sun and/or Saum, and further in view of Yamamuka 
(U.S.6,110>283). Applicants iespectfiillytrav«se this rqection. Claim 6 has been canceled, 
raidering this rejection moot as to claim 6. 

Yamamuka discloses that a three-way valve connected with a vaporizer and an 
exhausting branch (vent line). Lei discloses a three-way valve that allows gaseous TDMAT to 
flow ftom as gas panel outlet port to a CVD chamber for deposition upon a wafer. However, the 
disclosures of Lei and Yamamuka in combination with Noguchi or any other reference does not 
disclose or suggest a liquid injector coupled to a three-way valve in the arrangement set forth in 
claims 1 and 8. 

Furthermore, &e arrangement of the second three-way valve of claims 5 and 13 is not 
disclosed or suggested by the cited references. The second three-way valve of claims 5 and 1 3 is 
"connected between said exhausting branch, a gas Une. and a delivery line, said gas line located 
between said liquid injector and said second three-way valve." Lei and Yamamuka provide no 
disclosure or suggestion of coupling a three-way valve to a liquid injection. 
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Therefore, Noguchi, Ld, Sun, Stuim, and Yanuuxiuka, alone or in combination, feil to 
disclose or suggest every limitation of claims 1 and 8 and the claims that depend fifom them. 

Claim 12 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Noguchi m 
view of Lei. Sun and/or Stunn, and Yamamuka, and further in view of Stohneijer. Applicants 
respectfully traverse this rejection. As discussed above, Noguchi, Lei, Sun, Stuim, and 
Yamamuka fail to disclose or suggest every limitation of claim 8. Stohneijer fails to remedy the 
deficiencies of Noguchi, Lei, Sun. Stunn, and Yamamuka as they relate to claim 8. Therefore, 
claun 12 is aUowable for at least the reason it is dependent upon an allowable base claim. 
Applicants do not otherwise concede flie correctness of this rejection. 

Claims 10, 1 1 and 14-16 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Noguchi in view of Ld. Sun and/or Stunn, Yamamuka, and foither in view of Ewing 
(U.S. 5,553,1 88). AppUcants respectfully traverse this rejection. As mentioned above, claim 1 1 
has been canceled, rendering this rejection moot as to that claim. 

Noguchi, Ld. Sun, Stunn, and Yamamuka fail to disclose or suggest three-way valves 
amngements as set forth in clauns 8 and 14 for at least those reasons discussed above, Ewing 
discloses the use of a heater in the form of a coil to heat a v^orizer. However, Ewing fails to 
remedy the deficiencies of Noguchi, Ld, Sun, Stunn, and Yamamuka as they relate to three-way 
valve arrangements- Therefore, Nogudii, Ld, Sun, Stunn, Yamamuka and Ewing fail to 
disclose or suggest every limitaii<m of claims 8 and 14, and the claims that depend fiom them. 

Claim 16 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over Noguchi in 
view of Ld, Sun and/or Stunn, Yamamuka, and Ewing, and fhrtbtt in view of Stohneijer. 
Applicants respectfiilly traverse this rejection. As discussed above, Noguchi, Lei, Sun, Sturm, 
Yamamuka and Ewing fail to disclose or suggest every limitation of claim 14. Stohneijer feils to 
remedy the deficiencies of Noguchi, Ld, Sun, Stunn, Yamamuka and Ewing as diey relate to 
claim 14. Therefore, claim 16 is allowable for at least the reason it is dependent upon an 
allowable base claim, i^licanis to not otherwise concede ti»c correctness of this rejection. 

Claims 8-16 were regected under 35 U-S.C § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Noguchi 
in view of Ld, Sun and/or Sturm, Yamamuka, and further in view of Nagashima 
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(U.S. 5,419,924), Chen (U.S. 6,267,820). and Kanishak (6.086,711). AppUcants respectfully 
traverse this rgection. Claim 1 1 has been canceled, thus rendering this lejection moot as to that 
claim. 

According to previously analysis, the combination of Noguchi, Lei, Sun. Sturm, and 
Yamamuka feils to disclose or suggest every limitation of claims 8 and 14. including "a liquid 
injector configured to atomize Uquid from the liquid source and inject the atomized liquid; ... a 
first three-way valve located between said Uquid source, said purging gas provider, and said 
Uquid injector, wherein said first three-way valve isolates said Uquid source, said purging gas 
provider, and said liquid iigector from a process gas; an exhausting branch disposed adjacent 
said Uquid injector, sfid said ejchausting branch exhausting redundant liquid from said Uquid 
source that is purged from the Uquid injector by said purging gas." Noguchi, Lei, Sun, Sturm, 
and Yamamuka also fail to disclose or suggest the specific arrangement of the second three-way 
valve required by claim 14. Nagashima. Chen and Kanishak fail to remedy the deficiencies of 
Noguchi. Lei, Sun. Sturm, and Yamamuka. Therefore, claims 8 and 14, and the claims that 
depend from them ar« not disclosed or suggested by Noguchi, Lei, Sun, Sninn, Yamamuka, 
Nagashima, Chen and Kanishak. 

Claim 16 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being uiipaientable over Noguchi in 
view of Lei and Sun and/or Sturm, Yamamuka, Nagashima. Chen, and Kanishak, and fijttiier in 
view of Stolmeijer. AppUcants respectfidly traverse this rejection. As discussed above. 
Noguchi, Lei, Sun, Sturm, Yamamuka, Nagashima, Chen, and Kanishak fail to disclose or 
suggest every Umitaiion of claim 14. Stohneijer fails to remedy the deficiencies of Noguchi, Lei, 
Sun, Sturm, Yamamuka, Nagashima, Chen, and Kanishak as they relate to claim 14, Therefore, 
claim 16 is allovrable fbr at least die reason it is dependent on an allowable base claim. 
>^licania do not otherwise concede the correctness of this rejection. 
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Conclusion 

In view of the above, Applicants respectfuUy submit that all pending claims 1-5, 8-10, 
and 12-16 are in condition for allowance. Reconsideration of the application is requested in the 
form of a Notice of Allowance. If a phone conference would be helpful in resolving any issues 
related to this matter, please contact AppUcants' attorney, Brian H. BatzU at 612.336.4755 

Respectfully submitted. 
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